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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claim 29 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

3. A broad range or limitation together with a narrow range or limitation that falls within the 
broad range or limitation (in the same claim) is considered indefinite, since the resulting claim 
does not clearly set forth the metes and bounds of the patent protection desired. See MPEP § 
2173.05(c). Note the explanation given by the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences in Ex 
parte Wu, 10 USPQ2d 2031, 2033 (Bd. Pat. App. & Inter. 1989), as to where broad language is 
followed by "such as" and then narrow language. The Board stated that this can render a claim 
indefinite by raising a question or doubt as to whether the feature introduced by such language is 
(a) merely exemplary of the remainder of the claim, and therefore not required, or (b) a required 
feature of the claims. Note also, for example, the decisions of Ex parte Steigewald, 131 

USPQ 74 (Bd. App. 1961); Ex parte Hall, 83 USPQ 38 (Bd. App. 1948); and Ex parte Hasche, 
86 USPQ 481 (Bd. App. 1949). In the present instance, claim 29 recites the broad recitation 
"condition data of the tire", and the claim also recites "n'ra condition" which is the narrower 
statement of the range/limitation. It should also be noted that "tire" and "rim" are usually 
referring to different parts of the wheel assembly, and thus it would be unclear what the sensor is 
monitoring. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

5. Claims 16-21, and 24-3 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Barnett (U.S. Pub 2001/0022551 Al). 

Regarding claim 16, Barnett teaches a device for detecting a condition of a tire on a wheel of a 
vehicle ([0030]); comprising a receiving unit adapted to be provided in a vehicle (Fig. 1, item 6; 
note receives data from sensor); at least one sensor which ascertains condition data of the tire 
and outputs them to said receiving unit (Fig. 1, item 4); an evaluation device (Fig. 1, items 12, 
and 16), said at least one sensor being adapted to be provided in the vehicle (Fig. 1, items 4, and 
10) and configured to ascertain values representing a distance (Fig. 2C, item 4) to at least one 
target element affixed to the tire ([0045], note 46a measures from the hub) and output them to 
said evaluation device which from that ascertains condition data of the tire (Fig. 1, items 12, and 
16), wherein said at least one target element includes a first target adapted to be affixed to one 
side of the tire ([0045], note 46a measures from the hub) and a further target which is a 
rotating reference measurement target on the wheel ([0045], note 46a measures from tire wall). 
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Regarding claim 17, Barnett teaches the device as defined in claim 16, wherein said further 
target is a travel surface ([0045], note 46a measures from tire wall; this is the surface that a 
vehicle travels on), and a height of said at least one sensor above the travel surface is 
ascertained as the distance (Fig. 2C, item 15). 

Regarding claim 18, Barnett teaches the device as defined in claim 16, wherein said at least one 
sensor is configured to ascertain speed values of said at least one target element (Fig. 3, item 
302). 

Regarding claim 19, Barnett teaches the device as defined in claim 16, wherein said evaluation 
unit (Fig. 1, items 12, and 16) is configured so that from the values selected from the group 
consisting of a distance values (Fig. 3, item 303, [0047]), speed values (Fig. 3, item 303, 
[0047]), said evaluation unit ascertains variables which are compared with rated values (Fig. 3, 
item 305, [0047]); and further comprising a memory unit which stores the rated values ([0047]; 
Fig. 3, item 307). 

Regarding claim 20, Barnett teaches the device as defined in claim 19, wherein said evaluation 
unit is configured so that it ascertains amplitudes of the distance ([0047]; note threshold limits), 
maximums of which amplitudes are compared with rotated values stored in memory ([0047] ; 
note history buffer; Fig. 3, item 307). 
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Regarding claim 21, Barnett teaches the device as defined in claim 16, wherein said at least one 
sensor is adapted to be located in static fashion on a vehicle chassis. ([0008] ; note remotely 
mounted sensor) 

Regarding claim 24, Barnett teaches the device as defined in claim 16, wherein said at least one 
sensor is a sensor selected from the group consisting of an electromagnetic sensor ([0031]; 46d), 
an optical sensor ([0031], 46e), and an acoustic sensor ([0031], 44). 

Regarding claim 25, Barnett teaches the device as defined in claim 24, wherein said 
electromagnetic sensor is configured as a radar sensor ([0044]; note microwave oscillator 
determines distance to sidewall of tire) 

Regarding claim 26, Barnett teaches the device as defined in claim 24, wherein said optical 
sensor is a sensor selected from the group consisting of a lidar sensor ([0031]; note laser 
transmitter/detector) and a picture-taking device ([0031]; 46a). 

Regarding claim 27, Barnett teaches the device as defined in claim 24, wherein said acoustic 
sensor is configured as an ultrasound sensor ([0031]; note 44, 44a). 

Regarding claim 28, Barnett teaches the device as defined in claim 16, wherein said at least one 
sensor is configured to ascertain the condition data of the tire selected from the group consisting 
of tire pressure condition (Fig. 3, item 302), tire load condition (Fig. 3, item 302. 
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Regarding claim 29, Barnett teaches the device as defined in claim 16, wherein said at least one 
sensor is configured to ascertain condition data of the tire which is a rim condition ([0008], note 
tire pressure). 

Regarding claim 30, Barnett teaches the device as defined in claim 16, wherein said evaluation 
device is configured so as to make condition data of the tire available to an element selected 
from the group consisting of a display device of the vehicle. ([0008] ; note dashboard display) 

Regarding claim 31, Barnett teaches the device as defined in claim 16, wherein the device for 
detecting a condition of a tire on a wheel of a vehicle is configured as a device for detecting a 
condition of a tire on a wheel of a motor vehicle ([0030]). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

7. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 
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4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 



8. Claims 22, and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Barnett 
(U.S. Pub 2004/0022551 Al) in view of Galan (U.S. Patent 5,274,355). 
Regarding claim 22, Barnett teaches the device as defined in claim 16, 
Barnett teaches 

■ wherein said at least one first sensor is adapted to be located on a component ([0008] ; 
note remotely mounted sensor) 

However, Barnett does not teach 

■ wherein said at least one first sensor is adapted to be located on a component that is 

connected dynamically to a vehicle chassis. 
Galan teaches 

■ connected dynamically to a vehicle chassis (Fig. 1, items 20, and 22; note that struts 
are dynamic parts of a vehicle). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
combine Barnett' s sensor placement with Galan's placement on the strut, because as the vehicle 
moves with the deflection of the suspension, a sensor on the lower end of a strut would maintain 
line of sight with the tire. 



Regarding claim 23, Barnett in view of Galan teach the device in claim 22, 
Galan further teaches 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/591 ,072 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2629 

■ wherein said at least one sensor (Fig. 1, item 20) is adapted to be located on a strut (Fig. 
1, item 22) that is connected dynamically to a vehicle chassis (Fig. 1, item 22; note that 
struts are dynamic parts of a vehicle). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
combine Barnett's sensor placement with Galan's placement on the strut because as the vehicle 
moves with the deflection of the suspension, a sensor on the lower end of a strut would maintain 
line of sight with the tire. 

9. Claim 32 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Barnett (U.S. Pub 
2004/0022551 Al) in view of MacKness (U.S. Pub 2004/0075022 Al). 
Regarding claim 32, Barnett teaches the device as defined in claim 16, 
Barnett further teaches 

■ wherein the device for detecting a condition of a tire on a wheel of a vehicle ([0030]) 
However, Barnett does not teach 

■ wherein the device for detecting a condition of a tire on a wheel of a vehicle is configured 
as a device for detecting a condition of a tire on a wheel of an aircraft. 

MacKness teaches 

■ on a wheel of an aircraft. ([Abstract]) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
replace Barnett's tire pressure monitoring system for a vehicle with MacKness's system for use 
on an aircraft. This would produce predictable results, and give the pilot useful information 
before an aircraft is going to take off preventing a possible blowout and saving lives. 
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Conclusion 

10. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. Hopkins (U.S. Patent 6,498,967) discloses a tire pressure monitoring system for use 
on motor vehicles or aircraft. Kranz (U.S. Pub 2003/0080862) discloses a remote tire pressure 
monitoring system. Rea (U.S. Patent 6,300,867) discloses a tire pressure audio warning device 
that can detect rim leaks. Martin (U.S. Pub 2002/0158756) discloses a tire indicator device 
mounted on the axle. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Brian Wilson whose telephone number is (571)270-5884. The 
examiner can normally be reached Monday-Thursday from 8-5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mark Robinson can be reached on (571)272-2319. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

IB. W./ 



/Mark A. Robinson/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 4163 



